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That the Author's Notion of divine 
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all Religion, both natural and reveal d. 
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An ANSWER to a Book en- 
tit led, Things divine and ſuper- 
natural conceiv d by Analogy 

with Things natural and human. 


. ; H E Author of the Book of 

1 Divine Analogy profeſſeth 

FA weld (P. 1.) to diſcourſe fully 
le V9; and particularly ofsthat di- 
„ vine Analogy to which we owe the 
«« orcateſt Enlargement of human Un- 

_ «« derſtanding ; and without which rhe 
% Nature and Properties of God and ſu- 

_ «« pernatural Beings, and the Objects of 
& another World, wou'd be as utterly 
« znconcervable to us as if they had no 
„ Exiſtence,” _ GS | 
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(4). 


After ſo grave and promiſing inſtruc- 


tive Preface, who wou'd think or ſuſ- 


pect that the direct and immediate Ten- 


dency of this Author's whole Book is 


to depreſs and debaſe human Underſtand- 
ing, with reſpect to Religion and divine 


Things, into a brutal and even inſenſate 


State; to teach Men that it is impoſſible 


for them to have any Notion or Con- 


ception at all of the Exiſtence and Attri- 
butes of God; and that ſupernatural 
Things, and the Objects of Religion, 


both natural and reveal d, are utterly in- 


comprehenſible and inconceivable by 
them in every Degree; and that we have 
and can have no more Ideas or Con- 
ceptions of the Divine Perfections, than 
a Man born blind has of Light and Co- 


tours; and that the only way to have 
a true Knowledge of God and Religion, 


is to hade no Ideas and no Notion at 
all (conſequently no Knowledge at all) 


of God and Religion, 


St. Paul ſays (Rom. i. 19, 20.) that 
which may be known of God is manifeſt 
in them [in Men] for God hath ſhew'd 
it unto them : for the inviſible Things 
of him from the Creation of the World 


are clearly ſeen, being underſtood by the 


Things ; 


(5) wha 
Things that are made, even his eternal 
| Power and Godbead. 


On the contrary, this Author ſays, and 
infiſts throughout his Book, that corpo- 
real and created Tings, and the Ope- 
rations of our own Mind (the only Means 
too, according to him, which we have of 
coming to the Knowledge of God) give 
us not any, even the moſt partial and in- 
adequate, Idea of the inviſible Things of 
God, and of the Objects of Religion; 
and that all the Knowledge we have or 
can have of the Divine Being and Per- 
fections, on which all Religion is found- 
ed, is to be convey'd to us from mun- 
dane and human Things without the na- 
tural Means of Knowledge, or without 
dur having any Ideas, Notion or Con- 
ception of them in any Degree whatſo- 
ever. 1 55 


What is this but under a weak (to ſay 
no worſe) Pretenſe of defending Religion 
to take away the Poſſibility of all Re- 
ligion both natural and reyeaPd, and to 
introduce univerſal Ignorance, Scepticiſm 
and Atheiſm ? For nothing can be more 
evident, than that if we have and can 
have no Idea or Notion of God and his 
Attributes, all the Means of the Know- 
ledge 


(6) 

ledge of them, which we are capable of, 
being taken from us (for we have no o- 
ther way of knowing things but by 
forming in our Minds Notions and Con- 
ceptions of their Properties) we can nei - 
ther give aſſent to, or profeſs rationally, 
or reaſon about any Thing relating to 
God and Religion; and any Thing or. 
every Thing may, in reſpect to us, be 
equally true or falſe in Matters of Re- 
ligion. That this is a true Repreſenta- 
tion, and the direct Tendency of the 
Treatiſe on divine Analag), I ſhall par- 
ticularly and fully prove by a Reply to 

every Argument the Author hath alledg'd 
in ſupport of it. 21 45 
He ſays (. 409.) We cannot frame 
< any direct Notion or Idea, tho' ever 
© ſo inadequate or obſcure, of the real 
& intrinſic Attributes or Perfections of 
God, and of his Knowledge and Wiſ- 
dom in particular, any more than a 
Man born blind can. of Light and 
© Colours—— Accordingly (lays he) we 
++ poſitively aſſert and maintain, that 
there is no Faculty or Capacity in the 
Mind of. Man for the leaſt direct View 
or Notion of the real intrinſic Perfec- 
* tions or Attributes of God, as they 
+ arc in their own Nature and Kind.“ 
And 


1 
And 5. 411. A Man born blind can as 
*« well form a direct and immediate Idea 
or Conception of Light and Colours, 
*« as we can in our preſent State of Blind- 
neſs, of the real Attributes or Perfec- 
tions of God.“ Vet he inſiſts (. 412.) 
that tho' we have no Ideas, Notion or 
Conception, yet that we have a clear 
% and diſtintt Knowledge of the Divine 
Attributes or Perfections, by Analogy 
with the ſimilar Powers and Opera- 
tions of our own Mind.” Whence he 
infers (. 415.) that this Knowledge 
(of divine Perfections, which we have, 
he pretends, without having any Ideas 
at all of them) © is fully as c/ear and 
«© diſizutt as that which we have of our 
on Properties and Attributes“ (of 
which we have clear and diſtin Ideas, 
and know them only by having thoſe 
Ideas of them.) So that according to 
this Author, Knowledge without any 
Ideas at all of the Things known, is e- 
qually clear and diſtiuet with the Know- 
ledge of Things of which we have clear 
and diſtinct Ideas: and alſo that the pro- 
per Uſe of knowing Things by Ideas is 
to teach us to know other Things e- 
out Ideas. This Reaſoning is exactly the 
ſame as to ſay, that tho a Man born blind 
bas no Idea at all of Light and Colours, 


yet 


66 


„ 
yet he has a true and diſtinct Knowledge 
of them by having Ideas, and thereby 
the Knowledge of other Senſations to- 
tally different in Kind from them, as of 
Sound or Taſte, &c. And this Author's 
Pretenſe of our Knowledge without any 
_ poſſible Idea or Conception of the Things 
pretended to be known, and by Analogy 

only or Repreſentation of them with 
human Properties, which yet he every 
where declares and inſiſts are totally dif- 
ferent in kind from Divine Perfectionc, 
and give us not any the moſt imperfect 
Idea or Notion of the real Exiſtence and 
Attributes of God, any more than Tae 
or Sound do of Light and Colours : All 
this is ſuch a Piece of Farce and ſcholaſtic 
Jargon and Nonſenſe, as a Man, who 
wou'd be thought a thinking Man, may 
be greatly aſham'd of. For he might (as 
has been already oblery'd) with juſt the 
ſame Reaſon call Sound and Tafte analo- 
gous Repreſentations of Ligbi and Co- 
fours ; and then argue, that a Man born 
blind, tho' he has no Idea of them, has a 


true, clear and diſtint# Knowledge of | 


them by the Analogy of Sound and Taſte 
which he does know. And the Analogy 
of human Properties to divine Perfections, 
if they give us no Idea or Conception of 
them, leaves them ſtill as utterly 2. 

concervable + 


conceiveable as if they had no Exiſtence 


at all, and is at moſt but an Analogy of 


mere Sound or Name; and therefore the 


Senſations of Sound and Tuſte are as fit 


an Analogy of Fight and Colours, with 
reſpect to any Knowledge convey'd by 


the Analogy, as the other are of divine 


and religious Objects; and the Difference 
of Similitude between the one Analogy 
and the other is only a Difference in the 
Sound of the Words, 


Hence it appears, that his Diſtinction 


between Meraphor, Figure and Analog y, 
from 9. 2— 11, is all in vain ; and he can 
never prove that the figurative Expreſ- 
ſions of Door, Vine. Way, &c. apply'd 


to Chriſt, bear not as juſt and proper 


Analogy to Divine Perfections, and the 


Myſteries of the Goſpel, as any Proper- 


ties of the human Mind can. Tho they 
are Objects of Senſe, they have as exact 
a Correſpondency and Similitude to divine 
Things and Objects, in every Thing but 
in mere Name, as the Operations of the 


Truths of Religion, which he pretends 
are repreſented by them; and 1o are e- 
qually no Similitude of them, or of any 


B There 


Mind; fince the latter, he owns, excite 
not in us any Idea or Notion - of the 


© rv.) 


There is nothing worth remarking up- 
on till p. 132. where he denies a ſelf. evi- 
dent Propoſition of Mr. Lock's, viz, 
that we can haue no Knowledge, where 
we have no Ideas. This he calls a falſe 
and vile Poſition, p. 140; and here ſays, 
& that it leaves Men no rational Foun- 
«& dation for the Knowledge of the Things 
* of the other World.“ Becauſe it teach- 
eth us to know them by the only Means 
we have of Knowledge, vg. by Ideas; 

where this Author, like a blind Leader 
of the Blind, would teach Men to know 
them without any Means of Knowledge, 
or without their having any Idea, No- 
tion or Conception of them. Next he 
groſly abuſes Mr. Lock (p. 134.) and 
thro” an (as it ſeems) incurable Blindneſs 
of Mind, immers'd and grovelling in the 
Clouds and Darkneſs of ſcholaſtic Meta- 
phyſics and Jargon, which have been ex- 
ploded ever fince the Light of Reaſon and 
true Philoſophy appear'd amongſt us, calls 
his immortal Book of Human Underſtand- 
ing an untimely Book of ideal Igno- 
« rance and Error (p. 135.) diſpos'd to 
e overturn all Foundations of our Know- 
«© ledge relating to Things Divine and 
Supernatural.“ Overturning all -zs 
Knowledge; very right; and very fit it 
. ſhou d 


| Ern 
ſhou'd overturn all that Knowledge, falſly 
ſo call'd, which is founded in an impe- 
netrable Chaos, without the leaſt Glympſe 
of Light, without any Ideas form'd in 
the Mind, without which it is as impoſ- 
{ible to form Knowledge, as to produce 
Colours without Light. If this be all 
his Kzowledge of Religion and Divine 
Things, a tone has juſt as much Know- 
ledge as he has, or is capable of having, 
according to his own Doctrine through- 
out his unwieldy Book of moſt conſum- 
mate Ignorance and Error, and diſpos'd 
to overturn - the very Poſſibility of any 
Lighr, or the Knowledge of any Truth, 
In Supernatural and Divine Things; in 
Matters of Religion natural or reveal'd. 
P. 139. he begins to open his Notion 
that Reaſon cannot be the ſame in Men 
as it is in Angels and God; for this wile 
Reaſon, becauſe they think and act in a 
manner different from us. And thus be- 
cauſe God knows the Properties of Things 
by being eſſentially preſent to the Things 
themſelves, and we know them only by 
being preſent to the Images of them 
form'd in the Brain; and becauſe God 
knows every Thing by Intuition, ard 
we only ſome Things by Intuition, and 
other Things by Refecl ion, Deduction 
and Reaſoning, therefore he wou'd pre- 
—— — * tend 


( 12 ) 

tend that our Knowledge of them can- 
not be the fame kind of Knowledge with 
God's, tho* we know exactly the fame 
Things (as a Circle, or a Cube, or the 
Equality of the three Angles of a Tri- 
angle to two right Angles) and by the 
ſame Means too, or by Ideas: nay, that 
they are ſo totally different in Kind, that 
our Knowledge cannot give us the leaſt 
Idea of what Knowledge is in God or 
in other Spirits; whereas on the con- 
trary, the different manner of acting and 

thinking no more alters the Nature f 
the Kzowledge which is the conſequence 
of them, in any Agents, than a Man's 
viewing an Object thro? a G4 makes 
his Knowledge of the Obje a different 
Species or Kind of Knowledge from that 
of another Man, who views the ſame Ob- 
ject without a Glaſs, or with his naked 
Eye only. This fundamental Error runs 
thro' his whole Book, and I ſhall have 
occaſion to confute it more fully here- 
after. In anſwer to Mr. Lochs Poſition 
 before-mentioned, and which he calls vz/e 
and falſe, viz. that where we have no 
Ide as we can have no Knowledae ; he 
ſays (7. 140.) Have we any Idea of 
God as He is in Himſelf ? And yet do 
„we mean nothing by that Word?“ 


n 
And thus he talks of the Divine Attri- 


The plain Reply is; that we can 
mean nothing by the Word God, but 
thoſe Ideas and Conceptious of his Ex- 
zftence and 'Ferfettions which we have in 


our Minds; and if we have no Idea of 


his Exiſtence and Perfections, it is cer- 
tain the Word God is a mere empty 


Sound and means nothing; and if it 
carries no Ideas along with it, it con- 
veys no more Knowledge of God to us 


than if he did not exiſt ar all. 


I wou'd deſire this Author to give me 


a fet of Words or a Language which has 


no Ideas belonging to it, as the Lan- 


EE ouage of Scripture and Religion with 


him is in reſpect of the Truths of Scrip- 


ture and Religion; and then enable me 
to underſtand the meaning of thoſe Words 


or Language: when he has done this 


and not before, he will be able to teach 
the Knowledge of God and Religion by 


Words which canvey no Ideas of them. 


He ſeems to have a Quibble reſerv'd 
in ſaying, have we any Idea of God as 
he is in Himſelf, and of the Attributes 
as they are iu themſelves as if he had 

reſerv'd 
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relery'd to Himſelf ſome Idea of God 
and of his Attributes, as they are not in 
themſelves; which fort of Ideas will 
give him as little Knowledge of God as 
none at all. But if he means only that 
we cannot comprehend, in our finite Un- 
derſtandings, the mode of the Exiſtence 
of the infinite Divine Subſtance and Per- 
fections; and thence wow'd argue that 
we have no Idea at all of them, this is 
Couſin Germain to arguing that we have 
no Idea of Matter, or of our own Ex- 
iſtence and Properties, becauſe we know. 
not the Mode of their Exiſtence, and 
have but a very confus'd and imperfect 
Idea of the Subſtance of any Thing: 
And alſo, that I can have no Idea of 
finite Matter, or of Matter at all, be- 
cauſe J cannot in my Imagination form 
an Idea of infinite Matter, or of the in- 
finitely ſmall Parts of Matter. There- 
fore, as we have clear and partial (tho 
not perfectly adequate) Ideas of the 
Exiſtence and Attributes of God, as 
clear as of our own Exiſtence and Pro- 
perties; ſo we can argue with equal 
Truth about the Divine Exiſtence and 
Perfections as we can about our own: 
but it is ſenſeleſs to think that we can 
either believe in God, or have any Know- 
ledge of his Being and Attributes, or 
b reaſon 
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Reaſon at all about them, without hav- 


ing Ideas or ſome Notion and Concep- 


tion of them; or to think, thar the 
| Knowledge we have of God is nothing 


but the Knowledge of Things totally 


different in Kind, vg. of ourſelves, and 
worldly Things aſcrib'd to him, without 


our having, according to this Author, 


any Idea of him or his Perfections con- 


vey'd to us by them. 


He alledges (p. 142.) that the Per- 
fections of God being infinite, and thoſe 
of Men only fnzte, 5527 cannot for this 
Reaſon be of the fame Kind: And he 
ſays, © it is ſelf-evident that te 


* and finite cannot be of the ſame | 


FF Kind. 1 


The moral * perſonal Perfections of 
God are infinite not in the Senſe that his 
Subſtance is infinite ; bur more nearly in 
the Senſe that the parts of Matter, or 
the degrees and proportions of Number, 


Figure and Motion are infinite ; and 4 


human Perfections are in Degree, as well 


as in Manner of Exiſtence, different from 
thoſe of God, but not 2 Kind and 
Jinite and infinite may as well be of the 
ſame Kind, as finite and finite of un- 


equal Degrees or Proportions. As an 


Inch 
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Inch of Matter or Extenſion is of the 
ſame Kind with that of two or more 
Inches ; ſo if Matter was finite it 
wou'd {till be of the ſame Kind with 
finite Matter. This is {elf-evident. 


He goes on (p. 143.) *© As God's 
„ Nature and theirs [Men's] are not of 
** the ſame Kind, ſo neither can any of 
« their natural or eſſential Properties be 
«© of the ſame Kind,” If this was fo, 
as I ſhall ſhew that ir is nat, yet how 
wou'd it be rightly infer'd that we can 
have no Idea of the Exiſtence and Attri- 
butes of God, tho different in Kind from 
ours? Have we no Ideas at all of any 
Thing but what is of the ſame Kind or 
Species with ourſelves? Have we no 
Ideas of Matter, of Beaſts, &c? or 
are Matter and Beaſts of the ſame Kind 
with the Soul of Man which has Ideas of 
them ? If then we can have no Ideas 
bur of that which is of the ſame Kind 
with us, it will follow that the Soul 
only being the Subject of Ideas, it can 
have no Ideas of the Properties of Mat- 

ter, unleſs itſelf be material. So little 

has this Author conſider'd where his 
Reaſoning leads him. The Truth is, 
there mult be allow'd to be ſuch an Ana- 
logy between the natural ag. 
and 


(17.2 
and intellectual Properties of all Beings, 
from the higheſt ro the lowelt, that 
from Ideas of the one we may form real 
and true Ideas of the other in ſome Pro - 
ortion and Degree or other; that from 
uman Exiſtence and Properties we may 
form Ideas not only of corporeal Things, 
but alſo of the Divine Exiſtence and 
Properties; (otherwiſe we are abſolutely 
incapable of all Senſe and Knowledge of 
God and Religion, and of all Science 
whatſoever. „%%% 5. oHixA 


The great Fallacy of this Author's. 
Argument here is, that by a School- 
_ quibble, he would apply Genus and Spe- 

cies to Properties, which are only appli- 
cable to Subſtances, and not at all to 
Properties as diſtinguiſh'd from them. 
The Subſtance of God cannot but be 
different in Kind from all other S 
ſtances ; but yet if any Thing at all 
exiſts beſides God, it cannot but have 
ſome of its Properties univocal and ſame 
in Kind with the Properties of God. 
The Reaſon is, becauſe no Properties 
admit of Difference in Kind or of be- 
ing a Genus, in any Kind of Subſtances; 
but they admit only of Difference of 
Mode of Exiſtence and Degrees. Thus 


C „ 


for Example, 
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The Idea of Exiſtence and of Con- 
zimnuance of Exiſtence is the ſame uniform 
Idea of the ſame univocal Kind of Ex- 
iſtence apply'd ro Matter or to Spirit, 
or to any Subject whatſoever conſider d 
merely as exiſting; and exiſting merely 
as ſuch cannot be divided into different 
exiſtings, any more than a Circle into 
different Kinds or Forms of Circles, and 
ſo of any other Figure. Therefore 1 
have as clear and diſtin an Idea of the 
Exiſtence of my Body as of my Soul, 
and of God as of myſelf, and ſo likewiſe 
of the Continuance of their Exiſtence ; 
tho the Subſtances exiſting '' and conti- 
nuing to exiſt are different in Kind: So 

that difference of Subſtance in Kind can- 

not infer the eſſential Properties to be 
alſo different in Kind. But the Mode of 

God's Exiſtence which is neceſſary I 

know or have no more Idea of, than I 

know of the Mode of the Exiſtence of 
my Soul or Body, which are dependent; 

71. e. I know nothing at all of either of 

them; and God's Exiſtence and Attri- 
butes are no otherwiſe incomprehenſible 
to me than my own Exiſtence and Pro- 
perties are, v. in the manner of them 
only. So that nothing can be more 
weak and trifling than to argue, mw 


£403 
this Author, that becauſe I know nor 
thing or have no Idea of the Mode of 
God's Exiſtence, 1 have no Idea of his 
Exiſtence at all; and that becauſe the 
exiſtent Divine Subſtance is different in | 
Nature or Kind from human exiſtent | 
Subſtance, therefore I can have no Idea 
at all of Exiſtence as belonging to it. 
Nothing is more evident to common 
Senſe, than that the Idea of Exiſtence 
merely as a Property is quite different 
from the Idea of the Subſtance which is 
exiſtent ; and that as in Matter and in 
the human Soul I have an Idea of the 
one without having an Idea of the other, 
ſo alſo that I have in Reſpect of God and 
his Attributes: And Exiſtence is uni- 
formly and univocally Exiſtence, and 
the Idea of it equally clear and perfect, 
of whatever Being, God or Creature, it 
is predicated. £m 
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. Tn like manner, Knowledge, Good: 
neſs, Veracity, &c. are not with Re- 
73 to God Genus's that have different 
Species under them, or Species that can 
be a Genus; that is, they cannot be 
divided or . diſtinguiſh'd (as Sub/tance 

may) into Knowledges, Goodneſſes, Vera- 
cities, &c. of ſeveral Kinds or different 
in Nature : It is 5 ſame Abſurdity as 
— to 
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to divide Rowundneſs, Cubicalneſs, &c 
into different Kinds of Roundneſs, Cu- 
bicalneſs &c; or Unity into different 
Kinds of Unity. Theſe Properties there- 
fore carry along with them the ſame in- 
variable Ideas, are univocal and of the 
{ſame Kind in whatever Subject or Sub- 
ſtance they inhere, whether Human. 
Angelical, or Divine The Subſtance 
can make no Alteration in the Nature 

of the Propertzcs, becauſe as Properties 
they are not capable of Difference of 
Kind, tho they are of Degrees and 
Manner of Exiſtence, The Knowledge 
that ru and 79 are equal to four muſt 
be rhe ſame Kind of Knowledge,, and 
the Relation of Equality the ſame Rela- 
tion and Truth (and fo in all other In- 
ſtances and Objects of Knowledge and 
Truth) with reſpect to God as to me; 
5 there cannot be different Kinds of 
quality of twice two to four; nor 
different Kinds of Knowledge of that or 
any other Truth. And tho God's Know- 
he exiſts in a different Manner, and he 
knows in a different Manner from crea- 
red intelligent Agents; yet Knowledge 
and Truth as fuch cannot really be dif- 
ferent in Kind. Of different Degrees of 
Knowledge, Goodneſs, &c. we have 
Ideas, but of different Kinds or pres | 

Ht”, SEL INT. of 25 : 1RLY 
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of Knowledge, Goodneſ5, Sc. diſtinct 
from theſe, we have none. Mm 


Suppoſe the Subſtance of God and ot 
created Spirits to have no real Extenſion ; 
and that Inextenſion is a property of 


each of them; will this Author be ſo = 


weak as to ſay that the Inextenſion of 
the ſubſtance of God is a different Kind 
of Inextenſion from that of other Spirits, 
becauſe the ſubſtance is different in Kind? 
Or ſuppoſe Extenſion to be a property of 
God and created Spirits, and of the one 
finite and of the other Infinite; will any 
one ſay that Infinite Extenſion is diffe- 
rent in Kind or Species from finite Ex- 
renſion ? Of Extenſion every one ſees, or 


may ſee, that there is or can be no diffe- 


rence but in degrees. 


In created Things of different Kinds of 


ſubſtance, as Matter and Spirit, the Fi- 
nitene/s and Mobility of Matter is not 
different in Kind, nor can be ſo diſtin- 
guiſh'd, from the Finiteneſs and Mobility 


of Spirit. there cannot be different Kinds 


of Finiteneſs and Mobility, as there are of 
Subſtances finite and moveable; tho the 
Modes and Degrees of Motion, and the 
. of Finiteneſs, are diſtinguiſhable 
and different. — 8 85 
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In ſhort; whatever Mind is able to 
contemplate Ideas and to act, ſo far as it 
does contemplate and act its hung and 
Aency, and the Conſequences of them, 
are the ſame in Kind with thoſe of any 
other Agent, rho they may differ in the 
Manner of thinking and acting, and in 
Degrees of Knowledge, Power, Ge. And 
as no Man, who thinks with any pro- 
priety or Exactneſs or Care, can think 
that the Ideas which he hath of the Ex- 
iſtence and Attributes of God are nothing 
but the Ideas of his own imperfect Ex- 
iſtence and Properties; ſo he cannot but 
be conſcious that he has as clear and di- 
#116 Ideas of the Exiſtence and Perfec- 
tions of God, as he has of his own EX- 
iſtence and Properties. And as the Idea 
of Knowledge, Power, c. conſider'd 
merely as ſuch, or as Effects of thinking 
and Agency, is one univacal Idea of them 
to e Beings they are 
pply'd; fo the Idea of Infinite Know: 
Kkdge and Power, i. e. of Knowledge and 
Power heceſfarily extending to all poſſi- 


ble or exiftent objects of Knowledge and 
Power, (which fute is not the Idea of 
humane, imperfect and finite Knowledge 
atid Power) is as diſtinct and clear, ache 

Idea of Knowledge and Power in any 
8 85 Degree 
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9 5 is from the greateſt Philoſo- 
P 
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(24) Tos 
without Ideas of we know rot what; 
and even contradicting the cleareſt and 
moſt certain Ideas; and tends to lead 
Men to give up all Pretenſes to the 
Knowledge, and conſequently to the Wor- 
ſhip of God, and the Profeſiion of Reli- 
ion, by telling them they have and can 
have no Ideas, no Notion or Conception 
at all of the Exiſtence and Attributes of 
God, on the Knowledge of which [and 
without Ideas of them they cannot be. 
known] is founded all Religion both na- 
tural and reveal'd. It may well become 
this Author, if he is not a covert Infidel 
or Atheiſt [as I hope he is not, but only 
an unthinking Bigot to he knows not 
what] to reconſider the Conſequence of 
his pernicious and worſe than heretical 
Scheme, which manifeſtly trends to de- 
ſtroy the very Poſlibility' of any Reli- 
gion, and to introduce Infidelity and A-. 
GHOTE: 56-lton 
P. 148. He ſhews, after all his fine 
Talk and boaſting of the Feats of his 
Divine Analogy, how little he underſtands . 
it, ſaying, ** that Things /ame in Kind 
cannot bear Analogy to each other; 
„and that to bear a Similitude only 
ce. iS a 1 directly contrary to the 
having a ſameneſs of kind in any e | 


625) 


leaſt Degree. They differ (he ſays) 


« as much as a Picture or Image doth 


& from a Child.“ This ſhews how fir 
an Author this is to teach Analogy, who 
does not at all underſtand it. ls there 


then no Analogy or Proportion, no Lite- 


neſs or Similitude. between the Properties 
of a Child and a Man, or between thoſe 
of one Man and another f the ſame 
Kinds If there is, then Things of he 
ſaine Kind may bear Analogy to cach 
other. Or 24. is a Picture or Image of 
a Man of a different Species or Kind of 


Matter from an Human Body? Is there 


no Analogy between Figures, Numbers, 


Motions and Magnitudes of Things of | 


the ſame Kind ? Analogy therefore pro- 
perly belongs to Things of the ſame 
Kind, and not at all ro Things totally 
different in Kind, There is no Ana- 
logy of $z71/:rade, no Proportion at all, 


that we know of, between the ſabltanes 
of God and Crrnthies: or between the 


ſubſtance of Matter and Spirit; or be- 


tween properties different in Kind. as the 


Impenetrability of Matter and the Non- 
reſiſtance or bee of Space but as 


there is an Analogy between Divine and 


human Perfections, this Analogy ſhews 


they are in kind the lame, and difler only 
D | in 
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(26) 

in Mode and Degree. Analogy being 
nothing but Proportzon and Parity of 
Reaſon muſt belong to Things of the ſame. 
Kind; and by this Analogy of one Thing 
to another it is, that by the means of one 
Thing we get the Idea of another to 
which it bears ſome Proportion, and be- 
tween which there is a Parity of Reaſon. 
Thus from Attraction in Matter which 
we know by our Senſes, we by Analogy 
conclude that there is an Attraction in 

Matter every where, without ſuppoſing 
Matter different in Kind; nay the very 
Analogy ſuppoſes all Matter to be of the 
ſame Kind, otherwiſe we might as well 
argue for the Attraction of Spirit from 
the Attraction of, Matter by Analogy, 
but we know -of no ſuch Analogy be- 
tween them Again; from a Circle of 
any given Diameter we can by Analogy 
form an Idea of, and reaſon about a Circle 
of any other given Diameter, and fo 
prove the Analogy or Proportion between 
a Circle of an Inch Diameter and a Circle 
of a Mile Diameter, without ſuppoſing 
the Form of a Circle, of a greater and 
a leſſer Circle, to be different in Kind, 
which is impoſſible. But to talk of Ana- 
logy, and to call that Analogy Similitude, 

between Things which are ſuppos'd ſo 
| ET diſparate 


(27 ) 
diſparate and totally different in Kind, 
as that from one we can form no Ideas 
of the other, and conſequently cannor 
at all Reaſon about their Proportion, 
Similitude, or Analogy ; is ſuch -an Ana- 


logy and Similitude as never ſure enter'd 


into any but a diſtorted Scholaſtic Head, 
and was invented only to deſtroy all 
Senſe and Reaſon whatſoever; and fit 


only to Support the Abſurdities and Con- 


teens of 3 


As cherefore the picture of a Man 
made of Wax, or any other Matter, 
gives the Idea of a Man repreſented by 
it, and does not ſuppoſe the Picture to 
be Matter of a different kind from the 
human Body (all Matter being but oe #1 


kind) to which it bears Analogy, but 


only a different Modification of Matter; 
and perhaps may form an imperfect Like- 
neſs only: ſo the Perfections of the hu- 
man Mind, which bear an Analogy to 


thoſe of the Divine Mind, and are even 


by this Author allow'd to be the [mage 
and $:m:/itude of them, muſt in the Na- 


ture of this Analogy give us an Idea of 


the Divine Perfections, according to the 


Proportion of our own Perfections in re- 


ſpect of them; and from this Idea, by 


Parity of Reaſon or Analogy, we muſt 


D 2 be 


nn 


be able to reaſon about them, and form 
Knowledge and Truth in our Minds con- 
cerning them, without ſuppoſing any 
other Difference between them than in 


the ad of the Perfections. 


P. 173. he ſays, that the Poſitions, 
Where we can frame no Ideas we can 
give no Aſſent, is a moit pernicious 
and dangerous Poſition — which by 
direct and immediate Conſequence 
„ overturns all Religion natural and re- 
veal'd. For thus (ſays he) you can- 
{© not give your Aſſent to any one Doc- 
<trine relating to Things divine and 
90 5 ſopernatural; becauſe you cannot have 
any direct Ideas of rhele either by 
© Impreſſion from the Things themſelves, 
or by the framing of the Mind.” Then, 
ſay I „Mankind are in a {ad Condition in- 
deed, with reipect to Things of the 
greateſt Importance to them, and mult 
bid adieu to all Religion and the Things 
of the other World.” 


But can any thing by ſo monſtrous and 
ſheckirg, and even n luch an laloult upon 
the Senſe and Reaton of Men, as for a 
Man (who has pretended too to treat of 
Human Underſtanding) gravely, as he 


{cems, to. tell us, that all cur Knowledge 
ot 


(29) 
of God and Religion is no more in ef. 
fect than the Knowledge which a Man 
born blind has of Colours: for that a 
Man born blind does not know Colours 
is only owing to his not being able to 
form any Idea of them ; and this Author 
ſays we have no more Idea of God and 
Religion. We are (according to him) 
ro know God and Religion only by the 
Analogy of mere Sound; for take away 
Ideas, and Words are nothing but Sound; 
and let the Sound of Words be ever ſo 
like, yet if they convey no Ideas of 
God when aſcrib'd to God, they are in 
reſpect of us to him but mere Sound; 
and can convey no more real Knowledge 
of God than they could of ourſelves, if 
they convey'd no Ideas when attributed 
to Human Underſtanding. Nothing can 
be more ſelf-evident. And therefore he 
may as well pretend to teach all human 
Arts and Sciences by the inarticulate 
Sounds of Beaſts and Birds, as Matters 
of Religion by the articulate Sounds of 
human Words, if they raiſe in us no 
more Ideas of the Things they are ap- 
ply'd to, than the other can of human 
Science. And farther he muſt allow, 
that as (according to him) Men know 
God and religious Things without any 
Ideas of them, they might know them 

ſelves 


(ye) 
ſelves and corporeal Things without Ideas 
of thele allo: and that as a Stone has 
as clear [deas of God and Religion as a' 
Man has, fo it may alſo by corporeal 
Impreſſions, by Impulſe and Repulſe, At- 
traction, Gravitation, or any other way 
have (without being capable of Ideas) 
as clear Knowledge of human Things, as 
Men (without Ideas and by the mere 
Sound of Words) have of Divine Things. 
This is ſtrictly true, and with all his 
ſcholaſtic Metaphyſics he will never be 
able to confute it. 8 


Another Pretenſe which he uſes in 
favour of his Divine Analogy is, he con- 
founds the natural and moral Perfections 
of God, and ſays (. 260.) that in 
« God all his zatural Perfections are 
% moral; and all his moral Perfections 
are natural” This is School. Jargon 
again, deſipn'd to make any Thing to be 
any Thing or nothing at all. As if 
God's Jelf-Exiftence, Eternity, Omni- 
preſence, &c. were moral Perfections ; 
or his Veracity, Goodneſs, &c. [which 
| ſuppoſe and are the Conſequence of Free- 
Agency] were (like the other) .zatural 
Perfections, and which ſuppoſe not Free- 
Agency, but are in themſelves abſolutely 
neceſſary. And amongſt other Rom 
there- 


(7:32; 3) 
therefore it is one, to ſhew that the u. 
ral Perfetions of God, his Veracity. 
Goodneſs, &c. are and muſt be in Kind 
the ſame with thoſe of human moral 
Agents, becauſe they are in both, the 
Conſequence of Will or Free- Agency, 
which cannot be diſtinguiſh'd into Kinds, 
and can be but one univocal Idea and 
Thing. This will appear more fully, 
when J have confuted his next Pretenſe. 
He alledges therefore (. 266, Sc that 
the moral Perfections of God are diffe- 
rent in Kind from thoſe of Men, not 
only as the Nature or Subſtance of God 
is different in Kind from human Nature 
(which Pretenſe hath been already reply*d 
to) but alſo becauſe the Exertions and 
Operations of the Divine Perfections, in 
the external Manzfeſtations and Effects 
of them, are different in Kind from the 
Exertions of the moral Perfections of 
Men; and this he proves only from 
God's acting and producing the outward 
Effects of his Attributes, of Juſtice, 
Goodneſs, Veracity, &c. in a different 
manner from any external Effects per- 
form'd by us. 855 17 


The Fallacy of this Reaſoning is evi- 
dent; in his arguing only from the dif- 
ferent manner of God's exerting his At. 

tributes 


. 320 
tributes from Men, that they are diſſe- 
rent in Kind, tho the Effect of the Ex- 


ertion of the Divine and Human Per- 


fections are ane and the ſame; as in 
cauſing Sic ne ſe or Death; doing an any 
Act of Goodneſs or Fuſtice; or the De- 
claration or Manifeſtation of any Truth, 
Whence, on the direct contrary to this 
Author's Reaſoning, it follows, that the 
Effects and Conſequences of the Opera- 
tions of moral Perfections, of Juſtice, 
Goodneſs, Veracity, &c. in the Divine 
and in the Human Nature, being of the 
ſame Kind, the moral Perfections them- 
ſelves, whence they proceed, muſt be of 
the /ame' Kind likewile, tho the manner 
of producing them be ever fo different. 
This will preſently appear up plain. 


Our Awtiori is ſenfible that this Rey 
may and wou d be charg'd upon him; 
and his Defenſe ſhews that it is an inſu- 


perable 9 N. bia! hear his 


5 Words. 


P. RK 268 569. 11 If it is laid that 

« tho' the manner of exerting externally 
“ thoſe internal moral Per fections in the 
% Divine and Human Nature is different; 
yet the external Effects and Con ſe- 
0 quences of them both are of the ſame 
«6 Kind; 


"13867. 
Kind; as in the Inſtance of Ananias 
and Saphira, compar'd with an human 
Execution, where Death is the Effect 
and Conſequence in both Caſes To 
this he anſwers, that the manner is 
indeed different; the Exertions and 
Operations of the Divine Attributes 
are perform'd after a Divine and In- 
« comprehenſible Manner, thoſe of our 
* virtuous Diſpoſitions after an Human 
Mauner and for that very Reaſon 
it is that they differ in Kind 
% tho' the ſenſible Effects or Con ſe- 
* guences ſnhou'd be allow'd to be ex- 
* attly the ſame.” Again, but you 


« may urge (ſays he) that whether thoſe 


— 
* 


Exertions and outward Manifeſtations 
are from God or Man, they are till 
jęuſt and merciful and true. Yes (adds 
e he) they are; and our thus uſing the 
« ſame Words for them both in common, 
is the Ground of the Miſtake that they 
are of the ſame Kind. But alas! (ſays 
he) we are as little able to conceive the 
Divine Manner of externally exerting 
the intrinſic moral Perfections of the 
«« Divinity ; as to conceive the real in- 
% ternal Perfections themſelves, from 
« whence they proceed“ And in the 
ſame manner he reaſons, p. 333-337. 

So that inſtead of anſwering the Objec- 
E tion 


(34) 

tion of arguing fallaciouſly from the dif- 
ferent Manner only of the Exertion of 
moral Perfections in the divine and hu- 
man Nature (when the Effects produced 
are exactly of the ſame Kind) to prove 
the Perfections themſelves to be dzferent 
in Kind; inſtead of removing the Fallacy 
he plainly ſhews himſelf guilty of it, by 
having nothing to ſay bur that indeed he 
cannot deny zhe Effects ro be exactl 
the ſame in Kind; bat ſtill infiſts that 

the Perfections, producing the /ame Ef- 
feds, are not the /ame but different in 
Kind, becauſe the manner is different. 
Wherefore the Objection ſtill lies upon 
him to get clear of. | Por Te 


And nothing can be more evident, than 
that the different manner of Agency, or 
producing an Effect, cannot make the 
Powers which produce it different in 


Kind. The Perception of a viſible Ob- 


jet by a Man with his Eyes only, and 
by another Man with the help of a Glaſs 
the Effect, viz. Viſion of the Object 
being the /ame tho produc'd in a die- 
rent manner] cannot make the Faculty 
or Power of ſeeing viſible Objects in one 
Man different a Kind from another 
Man's: or the ſame Man's Faculty dif- 
ferent in Kind from itſelf, when he ſees 
| an 


/ 
(33.3 
an Object ſometimes with his naked 
Eyes, and other times in a different 
manner, thro' a Glals. 


So again; if one Man perceives the 
Truth of a Mathematical Propoſition by 
one Kind or Manner of Demonſtration, 
and another Man by another, this does 
not prove their intellectual Faculties to 
be different in Kind; but it proves on 
the contrary, that the Perception being 
the Perception of the ſame Truth in both 
of them. the Faculty in each of them is 
of the ſame Kind: tho it may differ both 
in the manner of coming at the Know- 
ledge of Truths. and alſo in Degree of 
Perception and Comprehenſion of them; 
as the Faculty with Reſpect to the ſame 
Man does by Uſe and Study, without 
(ſure) differing in Kind in the ſame 
Man. £ 3 


Once more; Suppoſing my Body to be 
mov'd by the Exertion of my own mo- 
tive Power, and to be moy'd alſo by the 
Power of another inviſible Agent or Spi- 
rit diſtin from me, the Effect or Mo- 
tion itſelf being the ſame; it no more 
follows, becauſe the Subſtance of the 
other inviſible Agent or Spirit and of my 
Soul may be different in Kind, and the 
Tis | | _& Mans» 


y (36) 
manner of the Spirits moving my Body, 
without the help of Brains or animal 
Spirits, is different from the manner of 
my Souls moving my own Body, that 
therefore the motive Faculty itſelf in me 
and in another Spirit is different ia Kind. 
than it can be ſuppos d to be in another 
Man who moves my Body by his Arm, 
with the ſame Kind of Motion as I move 
it by my Hill. But on the contrary, 
the Conſequences and Effects being the 
ſame, it is a good Argument to prove 
that the Powers producing them are of 
the /ame Kind. We lee plainly that it is 
ſo in reſpect of one Man to another, 
and of the ſame Man to himſelf, let the 
manner of Agency be ever ſo different: 
And there is the greateſt Reaſon to con- 
clude that it is ſo in reſpect of every 
Agent. And therefore ſince it cannot be 
deny 'd but that the Eyects of God's At- 
tributes, of his Mi ſdom, Knowledge, 
 Fuſtice, Goodneſs, Veracity, and Power 
are the /ame as thoſe which human Wi 
dom, Knowledge, Fuſtice, Gooaneſs, 
Peracity and Power produce; and ex- 
cite one and the ſame Idea of them 
with the other "uniformly in us, it is fuf- 
ficiently evident that they are of the 
ſame Kind, and fo are properly expreſs'd 
and ſignify'd by the ſame Words; and 
. this 


1 
this, tho' the manner of producing them 
is different and ever ſo incomprehenſible; 
as indeed the manner of our own A- 
gency and of every Operation of Nature 
ſurpaſſeth our Conception, and is income» 
prehenſible by us. | 


This indeed is a beautiful Analogy be- 

tween divine and human Perfections, 
whereby, from the Contemplation and 
Knowledge of the Properties of our own 
Mind, we can form clear and diſtinct Ideas 
of the Attributes of God; and by theſe 
Ideas be as ſure of his Exiſtence. and Per- 
fections as of our own: And thus alone 
it is that we are able to kvow God and 
to worſhip: him; to imitate his Perfec- 
tions, and do his Will; which is the 
End of all Morality and Religion, and 
the ſupreme Happineſs of Man. 


The laſt Pretenſe which this Author 
hath to prove that the Difference of di- 
vine and human Perfections is a Diffe- 

rence in Kind, and not in Degree, is; 
becauſe (he ſays, p. 45 1.) Proportion 
of Degrees between any Thing finite 
«© and infinite is a downright Contra- 

«« diction.” Is it ſo ? Then why does 

this Author himſelf perpetually talk of 

Analogy, which: is Proportion, between 
5 the 


the finite Perſections of Man and the 
infinite Perfections of God? Accord- 
ing to him Analogy or Proportion may 
be and is between finite and infinite; 
and that this Analogy of them reſpects 
the Degree, not the Difference of Kind 
of the Attributes of God from thoſe of 
the human Mind, has been fully prov'd. 
As then every Exertion of Divine Per- 
fections is Exertion of ſome Degree of 
them (for they cannot but be conſider'd 
as conſiſting of Degrees) and as every 
Exertion of human Perfections is the 
Exertion of ſome Degree of them; ſo 
the Exertions of human Perfections are 
analogons to ſome Degree of the Exer- 
tion of Divine Perfections; and thus 
finite Perſections bear lome Proportion, 
or Analogy of Degrees, to infinite Per- 
fections. And tho' there is no Analogy 
or Proportion between finite and infinite 
conſider'd in the whole : or a ,nite and 
an intire infinite; yet ſuppoſe Matter 
infinite, an Inch of Matter wou d ſtill 
bear the ſame Proportion to two or more 
Inches of the infinite Matter, as it 
does to two or more Inches of finite 
Matter: And an Inch of Space or Ex- 
tenſion bears the ſame Proportion to any 


Space is infinite) as it wou'd, if Space 
A was 


* 


and that [which will be Death to him 


(: 39. ) 
was finite, Thus alſo in Number, or 
the Parts of Matter which are infinitely 
diviſible, two in Number, or ws equal 
Parts of Matter, bear the ſame Analogy 
or Proportion to any other given Num- 
ber or equal Parts of Matter, tho” Num- 
ber is infinite, and Matter diviſible 2 
infinitum, as if Number was finite, and 
Matter diviſible only into finite Parts. 
So that tho' there is no Proportion be- 
tween finite and the intire infinite, yet 


| there is between finite and the Parts 
or Degrees of which Infinites conſiſt : 


And therefore the fre Perfections of 
Man are, in Degree, analogous and pro- 
portion'd to ſome Degree of the infinite 
Perfections of God, tho' they bear no 


Analogy or Proportion to the znjinzty of 


them. 


_ Having thus fully ſhown the pernicious 
Tendency of this Author's Notion of 
Divine Analogy ; and withal prov'd that 
he does not at all underſtand what he 
wou'd make ſo ill an Uſe of; I ſhall 


now ſhow that he knows as lirtle of the 


true Application of it to Chriſtian My- 
ſteries (as he calls every Thing which 
he does not in the leaſt underſtand) 


to, 


(40 
to have prov'd] by his Application of 
Analogy, for the ſake of which he wrote 
his Book, he eſtabliſneth what he calls 
Hereſy, and deſtroys what he calls Or- 
thodox y, without having any Under- 
ſtanding at all of either of them, in 
Conſequence of his own Confeſſion, 
that he hath. not (and in this I believe 
him) any Ideas of the Things to which 
they relate. 5 


I ſhall for Brevity's Sake conſider on- 
ly two principal Inſtances, vig. the 
Generation of the Son of God; and the 
Diſtinction and Subordination of the 
Perſons of the Trinity To which In- 
ſtances he frequently applies his Notion 
of Analogy, and thinks it of wonder- 
ful Uſe to eſtabliſh the Orthodox No- 
tion of them, but the contrary is moſt 
evident. 


1, P. 175. He ſays, We know no- 
thing of the Divine Generation of the 
Son of God, that is, have not any 
even partial, imperfect, indeterminate 
Idea of it; and that we know it only 
by the Conception of human Generation, 
p. 176. And thus he talks frequently 
(Pp. 224— 228, &c.) By Analogy then 
; | * 


(41) 

to human Generation [the only Way this 
Author allows we haye of knowing any 
Thing of it] the Son of God cannot be 
of the ſame Nature or Subſtance with 
God the Father, unleſs as in human Ge- 
neration, the Subſtance of God be di- 
vided : for human Generation gives us 
no Idea of Sameneſs of Kind of Nature, 
to found Analogy upon, but thro' the 
Idea of Diviſian of Subſtance; and as 
one part of any Subſtance is of the /ame 
Kind with another. 


If then his Analogy does not eſtabliſh 


| the Diviſion of the Divine Subſtance, it 


is impoſlible it ſhou'd eſtabliſh the Same- 
neſs of Nature in the Son of God with 
the Father, from the Conception of Hu- 

man Generation, in which the Sameneſs 
of Nature proceeds only from the Bi- 
Dion of Subſtance And if it eſta» 
bliſheth Diviſion of the Divine Sub- 
{tance, it eſtabliſneth not Orthodoxy but 
Hereſy. Let him think of this as long 
as he will he will find it unſurmountable, 
and I can maintain it againſt him to the 
World's End. Bat if (which is impoſſi- 
ble) he cou'd prove by his Analogy the 

Logos or Word, becauſe in Scripture 

call'd the Son of God, to be of the fame 
Subſtanee with the * Subſtance 
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of the Father; and fo cou'd pro ve bv the 
Rule of Contraries or Contradiction, 


begotten Subſtance and unbego!ten Sub- 


ſtance the /ame, from the Analogy of 


begotten Subſtances (as of human Father 


and Son) being of the ſame Rind Vet 


the Proof of this fo evident a Contra- 


diction wou'd do him no good, becauſe 
the ſame ' Analogy unavoidably proves 


Angels and Men, who arc in Scripture 
calPd Song of God, and are ſaid to be born 
of God, and are eyen calPd Gods, to be 


equally of the /ame S ubſlance wirh God. 


The Truth therefore undoubtedly is, 
that Chriſt is not in Scripture call'd Son 
of God and Only-begotten in reſpect at 
all of his Divine Metaphyſical Nature 


or Subſtance, which the Scripture never 
ſpeaks of; but only in relation to his 


Incarnation and Nativity of the Virgin 


by the immediate Power of God ; and 


alſo with reſpect to thoſe Tokens of 
God's Lowe to him, and the [nher:- 


tance of all Power both in Heaven and 


Earth given to him: In which Re- 
ſpects he is peculiarly the Son of God, 
and may very properly and analogically 


be ſtil'd the Only begotten ; that Term 


in buman Accepration being expreſſive 


of the greateſt Love, and of the Right of 


In- 
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Inheritance of the Dominion and Power 
and Greatneſs of the Father deriy'd to him. 


Here the Analogy is apt and beautiful, 
and raiſes in the Mind ſtrong Ideas of 
what the don of God really is in Reſpect 
both to God and us: But this Author's 
Analogy in his Application of it quite 
confounds both Jcr2prure and Reaſon. 


244% With Regard to the Diſſinction 
aud Subordimation of Perſons in the 
Trinity, Analogy to human Perſons and 
the Subordination amongſt them proves 
them to be three diſtin? intelligent 
Agents; and it proves the Subordina- 


tion of them to be a Subordination of 


Authority and Power we can infer no 
other Diſtinction and Subordination from 
the Ideas of human Perſons and their 
Subordination. 


They therefore who ſay the three Di- 
vine Perſons are one individual iutel- 
ligeut Agent, cannot poſſibly infer this 
by Analogy between hem and human 
Perſons, it being an evident Contra- 
\ diction to ſuppoſe three human Per- 
ſons to be one individual intelligent 
Agent. So that there are no Ideas 
from human Things or Perſons to found 
F 2 upon 
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(44) : 
upon them an Analogy for this Notion 
of the Divine Perſons: And to fay the 
Analogy is founded on no Ideas (bur 
contradictory ones) in Order to bring 
us to the Knowledge of another Thing 
without having any Ideas or [in this 
Author's Senſe of Knowledge without 
Ideas] any Knowledge of it but what 
is contradictory to that very human 
Knowledge on which it is pretended to be 
grounded, this is ſuch a barefac'd Abuſe 
of Senſe and Reaſon, as needs no Confu- 


The Diſtinction then of Per ſons in 


the Trinity, as being a Diſtinction of in- 


telligent Beings or Agents, is very clear, 
let the Union of them be what it will, 
of which perhaps we can know no more 
than of the Union of human Perſons 


with God. God is naturally or eſſen— 
tially united to all Beings equally, with- 


out making all Beings co-eſſential with 
his Subſtance: And as to ſpiritual or 


moral Union, this admits of Degrees; 


and in this Reſpect the Perſons of the 
Trinity may be conceiv'd to be in the 
moſt perfect Union with each other. 


Next, as to Subordination, human Ideas 
and Notions furniſh us with none but of 


1 
Greatneſs, Dignity and Authority; ac- 
cordingly in Analogy with this Notion of 
Subordination the dcripture aſſures us that 
God the Father is Greater than the Son; 
that the 15 and Spirit do the WÄill aud 
obey the Commands of the one God and 
Father of all; and agreeably hereto, 
are ſent by Him; and the Son tiles 
the Father His God. f 


What other Subordination does the A- 
nalogy of theſe Scripture-Expreſſions re- 
preſent? What other Ideas does doing 
the Will of another, obeying his Com- 
mands, being ſeut, and ſtiling another 
our God raiſe in us? Or to what other 
Knowledge of Subordination do they lead 
us when aſcrib'd by Analogy to the 

Perſons of the Trinity? Therefore either 
theſe Scripture-Expreſſions mean no- 
thing at all [and then indeed they are pro- 
per to convey to us that Knowledge of 
God which this Author contends for, 4 
Knowledge without Ideas or no Know- 
ledge at all] or they mean to teach ds by 
true Analogy that the Son and Spirit 
are ſubordinate to the one God and Fa- 
ther of all, in Greatneſs, Power, Do- 
minion and Authority; and conſequently 
in Worſhip founded on them : this is the 
only rational and true Analogy in which 

| - the 
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the Scripture-Expreſſions can be apply'd 
to the Per/ons of the Trinity. 


And they who ſay that the zhree Perſons 
are co. ordinate by an abſolute Equality of 
Power, Authority, Sc. cannot poſſibly 
infer this from the Analogy of Scripture- 
Expreſſions apply*'d and underſtood ac- 
cording to human Conceptions of them; 
bur muſt do it/ ſome other Way, in Op- 
poſition to this Analogy of them. And 
ſure this Author cannot ſeriouſly pretend 
that Miiſſion from Another, Obedience to 
his Will and Commands, and the Appel- 
lation of another as being his God, either 
ſuggeſt ro us the Ideas of Supremacy of 
Power, Authority, and Worſhip, as be- 
longing to the Perſons Sent, Command- 
ed and Obeying &c; or that they infer 
them [in Contradiction to the only Senſe 
and Ideas we can have of them] when 
transfer'd from Men to the Divine Per- 
ſons of the Son and Spirit. What Simi. 
litude can there be between the human 
Ideas convey'd by theſe Expreſſions, and 


5 the ſuppos'd Supremacy of the on and 


Spirit infer d from them in plain and 
direct Contradiction to them ? lt is the 
lame as an Analogy between Light and 
Darkneſs ; and as if by Analogy found- 
ed on the Ideas of Equality of 7wice 
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two to four we ſhowd thence infer that 
with reſpect to God and his Knowledge 
zwice two muſt be equal to Fifteen. 


So that nothing can be more evident 
than that the tam'd Analogy of our Au— 
thor eſtabliſheth all that Hereſy he ſeems 
ſo much afraid of, and overthrows the 
Deſign of his whole Book ; the Tendency 
of which is to deſtroy all poſſible Know- 
ledge of God and Religion whatloever, 
by effacing out of Men's Minds all Ideas 
and Notions of them by which they can 
be conceiv'd in any Degree. 135 


Thus I have with very little Trouble 
demoliſh'd a monſtrous Building of Scho- 
laſtic Confuſion ; which was rais'd art firſt 
upon the Ruins of Scripture and Keaſon 


in Order for ever to efface and extinguiſh 


them, and to ſettle the Abſurdities and 
Impieties of Popery in their Place. 


And whatever this unthinking Author's 
real Intention may be. he can only with 
any Conſiſtency or Reaſon hope to re- 
vive and propagate the long exploded 
vile Principles and Doctrines which he 
inculcates through his Book, for the 
Purpoſes of Popery : firſt to blind Men's 
Underſtandings and then to perſwade 
| them 
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them that being totally blind in Matters 
of Religion, and having no more Ideas 


or Conceptions of them than a Man 


born blind has of Light and Colours, 
they may and ought to profeſs and 


 pradtiſe any Thing relating to Religion 


[how abſurd or contradictory ſoever it 
may appear to their Ideas and Notions 
of God and Religion] which their blind 
Leaders of the blind ſhall call Religion, 


This is the very Eſſence of Popery. 


Farther in Concluſion I ſhall take No- 
tice of this Author's groſs Miſrepreſenta- 
tion and Abuſe of two of the cleareſt 


Rceafoners and molt rational Divines that 


the Chriſtian Church was ever bleſs'd 


with, viz. Mr. Lock and the late Dr. 
_ Clarke, Beſides other Inſtances of Miſre- 


preſentation he charges Mr. Lock p. 134. 
«« with laying it down as a certain Poſt. 


« tion, that the very Ex:/tence of finite 
Spirit is not knowable; nay tho' he 


© ſays, you have clear and diſtinct Ideas 
of its Qualities or Properties, G . 
The immediate Conſequence from 
«© which, (this Author ſays) is, that you 


Cannot poſſibly know there is any 


La, 


immaterial Subſtance at all, no not 
even in the human Compoſition ; and 
„ thus all Religion inevitably falls to 

„the 
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„the Ground.” Thus he can make and 
then /ee Abſurdities in another; but can- 
not ſee that what he here falſly and 
injuriouſly charges upon Mr. Locke is the 
real Conſequence of his own Doctrine of 
Divine Analogy; which neceſſarily in- 
fers that no Spirit diſtinct from the 
human Soul is knowable, and ſo de- 
ſtroys indeed all Religion. 


Mr. Lock in the fourth Book of bis 
human Underſtanding and ninth Chapter 
having ſaid ht we have the Knowledge 
of our own Exiſtence by Intuition; of 
the Exiſtence of God by Demonſtration ; 
and of other Things by Senſation ; he ob- 
ſerves in the eleventh Chapter of the 
lame Book and in the 127% Section, that 
he had before ſhown what Ideas we have 
of Spirits [meaning evidently Spirits 
diſtin from human Souls] and how we 
came by them. Then he adds, on which 
our Author's Charge is founded the 
having the Ideas of Spirits does not 
* make us know that any ſuch Things 
do exiſt without us, or that there are 
any finite Spirits, or any other Spi- 
* ritual Beings, but the Eternal God. 
* We have ground from Revelation, 
and ſeveral other Reaſons, to believe 
with Aſſurance that there are ſuch 
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«© Creatures ; but our Senſès not being 
able to diſcover them, we want the 
Means of knowing their particular 
** Exiſtences. For we can no more 
% know that there are finite Spirits 
L really exiſting, by the Idea we have 
of ſuch Beings, than by the Ideas 
** any one has of Fairies or Centaurs, 
he can come to know that Things 
« an{wering theſe Ideas do really exiſt.” 


' Muſt not the Reader now be amaz'd 
at the inexcuſable Miſrepreſentation which 
this Author has been guilty of, in charg- 
ing Mr. Locke, from the afore- cited Paſ- 
ſage, with lay ing it down as a certain 
Poſition, that the very Exiſtence of finite 
Spirit is not łnowable? Does he deny 
any Thing but that we cannot come at 
the Knowledge of Spiritual Beings diſ- 
tint from God and our own Souls, mere- 
ly from Ideas which we have form'd in 
our Minds of them; and alſo that our 
Knowledge of them cannot be that which 
we have of God and our own Souls; the 
Exiſtence of the one of which we know 
by Demonſtration, and of the other 4y 
Intuition, as Mr. Locke declares ? Will 
this Author venture to contradict Mr. 
Locke in either of theſe Points? but 
had he look d into Mr, Locke with any 
* Eyes, 


$1 
Eyes, either of Juſtice or Under ſtaud- 
ing. he wou'd have ſeen and oblery'd 
that Mr. Locke, in this Place, plainly and 
ws hyp ſuppoſes, that we have a Know- 
ledge of finite Spirits. Wie have Ground 
(lays he) from Revelation and ſeveral 
other Reaſons, to believe with ASSU- 
RANCE, that there are ſuch Creatures. 
And now I wou'd deſire this Author to 
tell me what other Means of Knowledge, 
beſides thoſe mention'd by Mr. Locke, 
| he has of the Exiſtence of fuite Spirits: 
whether he can prove their Exiſtence from 
mere Ideas; or by Intuition or Demon- 
ſtration. If he cannot, he muſt agree to 
the Poſition of Mr. Locke, which he treats 
with ſo much Injuſtice, and for which 
Treatment of that great Man he ought 
to take Shame to himſelf. But ſuppoſing 
Mr. Locke had ſaid, that the Exiſtence 
of finite Spirit was not knowable either 
by our Senſes, or by Demonſtration, or 
by Intuition, or even by Revelation; 
how wou'd Religion inevitably fall in 
conſequence of this Aſſertion. A Miſ- 
take it might have been called; but 
ſurely Religion depends not on the Know- 
ledge of Spirits, but on the Knowledge 
of God and of our ſelves, the, Exiſtence 
of both whom Mr. Locke is ſo far from 
denying, that he ſays the Exiſtence of 
Ee 


CE ] 


God is demonſlrative, and of our own 


Souls intuitibe; rhe Exiſterice and 
Knowledge of thele ſecure Religion, 


even tho' no other ſpiritual Beings did 


exiſt. 


The other Object of his impotent 


Calumny is the late Dr. Clarke. Speak- 


ing of the Propoſitions of his Scripture- 
Doctrine of the Trinity, which with 


Knowledge equal to his Candor, he calls 


fifty five Arian Propoſitions. P. 299. 
he adds, in the firſt of them the Au- 
* thor [Dr. C/ar4e] ſtiles God not an 
intelligent Efence or Subſtance, but 
* an intelligent Agent or Perſon, ab- 
*« ſtracted from all Subſtance or Eſſence.” 
This he gives for Dr Clarke's Defini- 
tion of God, and appeals for it to his 


firſt Propoſition, adding; and the Rea- 


der muſt not ſee how impoſſible it 
« is for the Mind of Man to conceive 
© a Perſon abſtracted from ſome Sub- 
& ſtance or other, natural or ſuperna- 
«* tural, conceiveable or inconceiveable, 
„or to imagine an Agent Without any 
actual Subſtance for Agency.?“ 


— 


* 


Had Dr. Clarke been as weak a 


Writer as our Author, he might not 


improbably have given ſuch a Defini- 


tion 


(53) 


tion of God as this Author makes for 


him, viz. as being an intelligent Agent, 


or Per ſon, abſtracted from all Subſtauce 


becauſe it is the ſcholaſtic orthodox 


Notion of a Divine Perſon to be only 
a Mode of Exiſience ; and the School- 
men ſtile God, pure Efence, and mere 


At, which is a Notion of God ab- 
ſtrated from all Subſtance. And had 


Dr. Clarke been thus weak, he might 
have prov'd his Definition as this Au- 
thor proves every Thing, by alledging, 


that tho' it was impoſſible for the Mind 


of Man to conceive a Perſon or Agent 


without a Subſtance, yet -it was never- 
theleſs true, and clearly known by 


Analogy, tho? inconceiveable in every 


Degree. But when Dr. Clarke ſtiles God 
an intelligent Agent or Perſon, he nei- 
ther ſays or intimates that he is an 
Agent abſtracted from all Subſtance :- 


and therefore what Right had this raſh 
Writer injuriouſly to charge him with 


an Abſurdity becoming only Himſelf, 
and which cou'd not enter into Dr. 


Charke;s Head. And as it is ridicu- 


lous in itſelf, ſo it is perverſe in this 
Author to underſtand Dr. Clarke in ſuch 
a manner, And as to the Doctor's 


Propoſitions being Aran, this Writer 
will as ſoon be able to ſquare the Cir- 


cle, 
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cle, as with all his Learning to prove 
any one of them to be Arian; and 
it is with good Reaſon I conclude, | 
that he knows no more of Arxriani ſin 


than the nere Name. However I will 


tell him a Truth, which perhaps he may 
be ſurpriz?'d to hear; namely, that the 
Learned Convocation, who cenſur'd ſome 


Parts of Dr. Clarke's Book, did in ef. 


fect give up to him, and affirm the 


Truth of every one of his Propoſi- 
tions: neither alledging that he had 
miſinterpreted any one Text of Scrip- 
ture on which he founded them, or 
that any one of them was not rightly 
deduc'd from thoſe Texts of Scripture. 


So that they may well be receiv'd as ſo 
many Articles of Orthodoxy, even in the 
Judgment of the Learned Bodies of both 
Howe of Convocation. 
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APPENDIX. 


a Book entituled, The Pro- 
P cedure of human Under ſtand- 
I 2g, written by the Author 
of Divine Analogy, I find 
1 the following Paſſages con- 
taining the Sum of his Notion of Ana- 
logy. He ſays, (7. 450.) When we 
apply to God infinite Knowledge, we 
** ought to be ſo far from atrributing it 
to him as improy'd in Degree only, 
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that to render it worthy of him we 


muſt neceſſarily ſeparate from it he 
whole Kind and Nature and Man- 


ner of our knowing ; and remove 


from him all Thinking with the va- 


rious Modes of it, as an eſſential 
Imperfection of our compounded Hu- 
manity : [This eſſential Imperfec- 
tion with his uſual Agreement with 


himſelf he Pty calls efential— 


Perfection, 15 456-] And this we 
do by underſtanding the Term Aua- 


Iris Ag when we attribute it to 


him. When we apply the word 
Knowledge to God, it imports an 


' infinite mconcervable Perfection, an- 
« ſwerable to our imperfect manner of . 
[ar as by rhinking : And yet 


when we ſay God knows, we 


ſpeak by much ſolid Trath as 


when we fay, Man knows,” And 


thus he goes on to argue, that in form- 
ing our Knowledge of God we muft 
remove from him every Idea, Notzon 


and Conception of the Things from 
whence we have any Kaomleage of 


ourſelves: This he ſtrongly again ex- 


Treſleth (. 454, 455 „ Thus (ays 
he) 22 as 1 obſery'd before, that 
Our r immediate conſcious en, 
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of the Mind, and all its Operations, 
together with all Ideas of Senſation, 
and the Terms expreſſing them in 


their t and proper Act eptation, 


mult be remov'd from the Divine 
Nature, as ſo many Imperfections, 
not only of the Creature, but of a 


Creature of a very low and inferior 


Degree: And whenever they are 
transfer'd to the Divinity, it muſt be 
by Analogy only. Inſomuch that the 
lame Operations, which being put to- 
gether in the ſtrict and proper Accep- 
tation of the Terms expreſſing them, 


make up the Complex Norion of our 


Mind; when transfer'd to the Divine 


Nature do denote ſo many infinite 2nu- 
known Perfections; and are the ve- 


ry Ingredients which make up our 
complex Notion of God. Now be- 


cauſe the Intellect ſo naturally and 


inſenſibly falls into this Way of con- 
ceiving him, we may reaſonably from 
thence conclude, that there muſt be 
ſuch a ſecret Parity of Reaſon and 
correſpondent Analogy between the 
Operations of our Mind and the in- 
finite Perfections of God; that it 
renders all our Conception and mo- 
ral Reaſonings concerning him as 


H « ſolid 


e 
% /olid and true, as if they did di- 
« retily and immediately exhibit, to 


* us the Reality of his internal Na- 
bs ture.“ 


I. think 1 ſcarce ever read ſo much 
Abſurdity and Contradiction put toge- 
ther in io {mall a Compaſs as in the 
preceding Paſſages of this Writer; and 
which ſhew an uncommon Diſtraction 
and Confuſion of Mind. He pretends 
to delcribe the Knowledge which Men 
have of God without their having any 
poſſible Idea, Notion or Conception of 
bis Exiſtence and Attributes, or being 
able to conceive them in any Degree: 
And yet whilſt he labours to prove that 
the Divine Being and Perfections are 
utterly unknown, incomprehenſi ble and 
 znconcetvable , by us in every Senſe. and 
Degree, he cannot help, with the great- 
eſt Inconſiſtency, talking of our having 
Conceptions and a complex Notion of 
God; and being able 0 know his un- 
toren Perfections, and to reaſon about 
him as ſolidly and truly as we can a- 
bout ourſelves, or as if we had a direct 
and immediate View of his internal Na- 
ture. As if we cou'd have any Nor ian 
direct or indirect, ſimple or 9 
: | Wnen 
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when we have remoy'd every Idea of 
Senſation, and every Conception and 
Conſciouſneſs of the Operations of our 
Minds with the Terms expreſſing them; 
or as if we cou'd know or rea ſon about 
2 which we have no Conception of 

y any of thoſe Ways; either by In- 
nas Demonſtration, [lation or Ins 
ference, or any poſſible way whatlo- 
ever by which Knowledge and Truth 
are convey'd to the Mind. What is 
this but to render Men as ſtupid, in- 
ſenſible and unintelligent as a Stone, 
and then to tell them that without any 
Ideas or Notion of God, they know 
as clearly and diſtinctly the Nature and 
perfections of God, as they know them 
| ſelves by the Uſe of Ideas of Senſa- 
tion and the Notions and Conreprions 
form'd by their intellectual Faculties, 
and the Conſciouſneſs of fe Opera- 
tions of their own Minds, He ſays; 
we muſt remove from God all TH-: 
ing with the various Modes of it, as an 
eſſential Imperfeffion ; and as if this 
was not exprels'd ſtrong enough, he 
adds; we muſt remove from the Di- 
vine Nature the Conceptions of our 
Mind and all its Operations, tozether 
with all Ideas of Sen ſation, and the 

* Terms 


. 
Terms expreſſing them in their t and 
proper Acceptation; all theſe Means of 
Knowledge (in Order to know God) 
muſt be remov'd as ſo many Imperfec- 
ton. . 


And now behold ! What a Concep- 
tion and Knowledge remains for us to 


have conceruing God. We are to con- 


cezve and know him as altogether un. 
known ; as not having Exiſtence, 


| Knowledge, Power, Agency ; any Pro- 


perty material or immaterial, intelli. 


gent or unintelligent, finite or infi- 


aite ; as having nothing in any Man- 
ner, Kind or Degree belonging to him, 
that ever was or can be the Object of 
our Jenſ/ation or Intellect, or ever any 


way enter'd into our Minds to conceive 


or know, When all theſe are remov'd 


and we are as blind in reſpect of God 


and his Attributes as a Man born blind 


is in reſpect of all Idea or Conception 


of Light and Colours; then (accord- 
ing to this analogical Reaſoner) we are 
qualify'd to know God and his Perfec- 
tions clearly and diſtinctiy; and to 
reaſon about them from Things which 
do not in any Manner, Kind or De- 


gree belong to God, with as much 


Truth, 
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Truth, as if they did direfly and im- 

mediately exhibit to us the Reality of 
his internal Nature: That is; exactly 

with the ſame C/earne/7 as a Man born 

blind knows Light and Colours, and 

reaſons about them from Sound and 
Taſte with the ſame Certainty, as if theſe 

did directly and immediately exhibit to 

him the Reality of Light and Colours. 


If any other Abſurdity can be equal 
to this, it is his Pretenſe that we have 
this Knowledge of God by what he 
calls an Ana/ogy between the Opera- 
tions of our Mind and the infinite Per- 
fections of God; ſo as that our en- 
tial Imperfections (as he calls them, 
p. 450.) are correſpondent and analo- 

gous to the eſſential Per fections of God: 
which is a new and fine Notion of Ana- 
logy indeed; as if there cou'd be any A- 
nalogy between that which is eſentially 
imperfect and that which is eſſentzally 
perfect; which is exactly the ſame as 
an Analogy between Darkneſs and 
Light; or an Analogy between E- 
z/tence and Non-exiſtence. He himſelf 
has deny'd all Analogy of Degrees be- 
tween finite and znfinite, as a down- 
right Contradiction; but now there is 
wit 
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with him an Analogy not only between 


finite and inſtnite; but between finite ef- 
ſential Imperfettion, and infinite effential 
Perfection Nay, an Analogy exhibit- 


ing the Divine Perfections as clearly 
and diſtinctiy as if the Reality of the 
Divine internal Nature itſelf was thereby 


* 


directly and immediately exhibited to 


us: As if one ſhou'd lay; that Dark- 


neſs or Blindneſs is the beſt Reſem- 
blance and Similitude of Light and 
Colours; and by Analogy exhibits as 


clear an Idea of them, as if we {aw the 
Reality of them with our Eyes and Sun- 
ſhine. e 3 


Ws | is a wonderful Analogy which is 


between Exiſtence and that which zs 


not Exiſtence; between acting, Wil- 


ling, knowing. &c. and that which 


neither ace, Wills or knows, accord- 


of: Vet this our Author profeſſeth to 


be his Analogy, by which only he wou'd 
perſwade Men that they know God, by 


having 20 Knowledge at all of him; 


ing to the it and proper and only Ac- 
ceptation of theſe Terms that we know 


and therefore I think, as I have fully 


prov'd in the foregoing Papers, that he 
knows nothing at all of Analogy, or 


what 
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what it properly belongs to; and as in 
the Nature of the Thing it is impoſſible 
that one Thing ſhou'd bear Analogy to 
another, of which it can give no Idea 
or Conception; ſo the perpetual Suppo- 
ſition of this Analogy by this Writer 
is moſt unphiloſophical and abſurd. 
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